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This is in response to the Applicant s aup~lemental f11ing un Jan. 27.2 JOO

reguarding the pending tt'st'lsfer appIlc'stions. s a resident of Tampa Hay, area ..

chis area being 21at of top 100 Mecropolltan ervice Areas in the US. I am

proposing to deny the merger at this time. Can rary to ehe statements Inade by

the Applicants. the, merger will not serve the ubl1c' s interest. GTE is; not

LHN-I.NP capable in even our top MSAma~ket as f Dec. 31,1999 being 12 months

bl,,:hind schedule. as dictated by FCC 95-116 thi d order (May 1998) and re-afflrmed

~y the 4th order <lune 1999) as it relates to ortablilty. As per the order.

top 100 MSA's must be LNP capable by December 1. 1998. The order further stipulated

rllat companies coul.d not charge for portabilit (1n our area 76<; Imo. for res~dent:ial)
i

and $).25 per trunk l1ne- business customers) tnle •• they could port. Outside tho

~or 100 MSA's. a CLEChad to make a demand and ehey had a different tim~table.

area. The NPA's it serv~9 ar~:

which will show GTE is not LNP capable

-r 8m enclosing the LERG which is the 952

813. 727, 941 and 863. This is a lace 1999

in over 30% of our MSA. and they charged OUT hole ~rea a portability dharge starting

•
11'E:bl-u~r)' t. L999. 'rhis is also in v101acion of the rcc 95-116 third ot'd~r which ~tated

l hey cou Id not dlsrge for portability if they not LNPcapable.
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Not only has the PUBLIC been violated ( and it is my belief that Tampa Bay

'drea is not an isolated incident) CLEC's. mo t being cable companies wanting

eo provide local (business) phone service, ar ,unable to compete J'or service.

'Ie is my belief th~t for this merger to occur Bell Atlantic and GTE hid a check-

,'lise of requlremen'ts showing that they Bllowe com~etltion into their local marlcets.

If chese "baby belJ..s" have not upgrad'ed cheir equipment and done rhe provisioning

:on their switches to be LNP capable, how are able companies (CLEC'e) able to compere?

:GTE, being 12 months behind the FCC portabl11 y dates. are e~uding companies like

Time Warner in the commercial business phone arketin the Tampa Bay are:l. wh1ch is

a very lucrative market. Thjs is in direct co tradictilln to Bell Atlantic-GTE's

,staeements: I

" ..• thac no aspect of th~ merger will pro1uce significant anti-competitive

effect s in any telecommUllications market. I

I am also severely troubled that FCC woul also allow GTE Internetwocking

~o a corporation (DstaCo) tllat In 5 years wo Id rev:ert back to GTE in the way

af 80% conversion 6£ equity interest. That is like storing your wife 1nrhe

llahamas while you're married to your mistress in Tahiti. Would you allow th1s

same (,enat" 10 to a cable COlllpany?

I am shamed at the thought that Mr. Kennard of the Fccthas not seen'fit

to monitor and review the performance of the I dU9try. as it relates to·the

keneral public. As FCC. NANPA. and most state ~SC's have stated. "These 'are

;1>. public'. numbers." If major corporations .~e .llowed to violate FCC 'orders.

such as FCC 95-116 ()rd and 4th order). the CO~1aai~o abrogates its responsihilities

fbr tlle PUBLIC to the garbage can. The PUBLIC s served when GTE and Bell Atlantic

,ar" 100% LNP capable in their top 10;0 MSA'a. t araby noe only insuring ~he ability

Qf CLECs to compete. but to insur'e the charges on' the PUBLIC's phone bHls are for

services these compan1es can perform AT THE T ME OF THE CHARGING. It 19 oat

my belief t:he order, meant II Charge customers 0 w before being LNP capabl'e to port."
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It 1s my sincere "'tah. therefore, not b tng QITlI)loyed by cable or baby-bell

companies, and having not been patel for my pinion, that the FCC will seriously

look into these charges and review in the GTE-Bell Atlantic: areas,

and substantiate the claims that I am m~kin in this f1lins. From the inter~retaclon

I have, at this time, that would mean mill! os of .dollars are owed to' the Tampa Bay

area GTE cusComers for being charged for po [ability when in fact Grg was not

LNP capable. I am 8ubmiCt1.ng these and earl er LERGs. therefore to the Office of

Public Councl1- to the attention of Charles Beck, for Florida's further revi~w

and action.

am

Peggy A· v· lHas
(727) - H2-l'386 hOllle
pegremax2000@yahoo.

These are my statements as of FebrUary 13,2000 as a citizen in

Pinellas County.

:{q~.•

•


